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ANNUAL REVIEW REPORT FOR 2019 

I would like to start Annual Review Report with the analysis of the article processing and 

rejection issue. This year we have received 28 articles, but published 16. The percentage 

of rejected articles is 45%; for the whole period since 2016 – 25.5%. It means that we 

manage to keep up the quality of papers and select for publication only those, which will 

be of interest to our readers. Inspired by the editorial written by Suvarna Satish Khadilkar, 

Editor-in-Chief of "The journal of obstetrics and gynecology of India" (which I strongly 

recommend to all our authors – https://doi.org/10.1007/s13224-018-1153-1), I also want 

to make a brief explanation of our rejection. Dr Khadilkar expresses sympathy for the 

authors, whose articles were declined, but mentions that "Rejection rates of various top-

tier journals including ours vary between 80 and 85%. Some journals have reported it to 

be around 90-95%" (Khadilkar 2018: 241). Notwithstanding the fact that her journal as 

well as others belong to top-tier medical journals, some reasons for article rejection are 

identical. I will cite some of her explanations (Khadilkar 2018: 240) and add more. I will 

mark in colour those reasons, which prevail in 'Lege artis' and accompany some with the 

comments of my own: 

 "The paper and the subject may be out of scope and not suitable for the journal and 

readership" – Though we have a wide range of traditional language disciplines under 

discussion, listed on our web site, some authors sent us their articles on history, 

medicine, and social sciences. 

 "Weak hypothesis" – some authors even fail to mention it. 

 "Poor methodology, small sample size, poor statistical analysis".  

 "Suspected or confirmed plagiarism" – As far as we have many cases of it, we had to 

add the following paragraph into Publication Ethics & Publication Malpractice 

Statement: "The paper should not be a translated copy of the author's PhD or any 

other paper that was published before in another language. Suspected or confirmed 

plagiarism and self-plagiarism are considered a serious reason for paper rejection". 

 "Aims do not raise the right kind of questions, and background lacks clarity of 

thoughts". 

 "Data are incomplete, and the methodology section has irreparable deficiencies". 

 "Instructions to authors are not followed strictly" – Sometimes I have the feeling 

that few authors open our Guidelines and follow them, though we have instructions on 

19 pages how to format the text, figures, tables, and references of any kind. 

 "Figures are of low resolution, and tables are too complicated and are not 

comprehendible" – We demand figures in a JPEG or PDF format. Very often, they are 

in a Word format, ungrouped.  

 "Discussion and conclusions do not answer the question posed in aims and objective" 

– Very often conclusions contain citations and are very short for the article of such a 

size. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13224-018-1153-1


2 

 

 "Poor language and many spelling and grammatical mistakes create a bad impression 

on the reviewers" – It is one of typical drawbacks of those authors whose English is 

not native. 

Journal cite activity report for 2019 

1. Most visited blocks of our web site during the period 01.01.2019 – 31.12.2019 

 

2. Most read articles from all the issues during the timeslot mentioned above  
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3. Citation report by 31.12.2019, Web of Science and most cited articles 
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4. The number of our site visitors by 31.12.2019  
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5. By the end of the year we had visitors from 109 countries. 

 

6. The map of visitors looked like this. 
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7. The most active visitors and readers of our Journal in December 2019 live in these 

countries 

 

 

Nataliya Panasenko, 

Editor-in-Chief 


